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R EMARKS 

Claims 1-35 were pending in the application. By this paper, Applicant has amended 
Claims I, 7^9, 12, 14, 26, 27, 29, 31, and 33, cancelled Claims 4, 13, 21-22, and 25-26 without 
prejudice; and added new Claims 36-37. Accordingly, Claims 1-3, 5-12, 14-20, and 23-37 are 
5 presented for examination herein. 

§112 Rejections 

Pursuant to Page 2 of the Office Action, Claims 7-9, 21-22, 26, 29 and 31 stand rejected 
under Section 112(2) as being indefinite. In response to these rejections, Applicant has herein 
10 amended the foregoing claims to address the Examinees rejections, or cancelled the affected 
claims without prejudice thereby rendering the rejection moot: 

Applicant respectfully submits that these amendments and cancellations overcome the 
Section 1 12(2) rejections. 

15 §102 Rejections 

Pursuant to Page 2 of the Office Action, Claims 1-3, 10-20, and 33 were rejected under 
Section 102(b) a$ being anticipated by Hart (US 5,473,368). In response to these rejections, 
Applicant provides the following remarks. 

Claim 1 - By this paper, Applicant has amended independent Claim 1 to include limitations 
relating to the intentional reduction in the visual clarity of the second data. Support for this 
amendment is found at, inter alia. Claim 4 as originally filed 

As noted by the examiner with respect to Claim 4, Hart does not disclose the reduction in 
visual clarity of image data when displayed. Applicant also notes that although Ramirez-Diaz (US 
6,476,858) teaches the reduction in the visual clarity of image data when displayed due to the ability 
of a user to resize the image data window, such reduction in visual clarity is an unintentional artifact 
of the act of resizing and is neither a desired effect nor intentional 

Furthermore, Applicant respectfully submits that Hart teaches away from combination with 
Ramirez-Diaz because Hart teaches an invention pointedly intended to create a sharpened image. It 
would not be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine an invention which is intended to 
create a sharpened image (Hart) with one whose by-product is an image reduced in size and thus 
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reduced in visual clarity (Ramirez-Diaz), since not only would such a combination lack the requisite 
suggestion or motivation, but the unintended by-product of Ramirez-Diaz (i.e., less visual clarity 
due to resizing) would al$o change the basic or fundamental operating principle of Hart; i.e., Hart 
would be useless for its intended purpose, since it necessarily is intended to sharpen the image. See 
5 inter alia MPEP 2143.01 (" If the proposed modification or combination of the prior art would 
change the principle of operation of the prior art invention being modified, then the teachings of the 
references are not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. In re Ratti, 270 F.2d 8]0 f 
123 USFQ 349 (CCPA 1959) ") {emphasis added}. 

Applicant also respectfully notes that "[A] patentable invention may lie in the discovery 

10 of the source of a problem even though the remedy may be obvious once the source of the 
problem is identified. This is part of the 'subject matter as a whole* which should always be 
considered in determining the obviousness of an invention under 35 USC § 103" In re 
Sponnoble, 405 F.2d 578, 585, 160 USPQ 237, 243 (CCPA 1969). See MPEP 2141.02; ''The 
court found the inventor discovered the cause of moisture transmission was through the center 

15 plug, an d there was no teaching in the prior art which would suggest the necessity of_selectinz 
applicant *s plug material which was more impervious to liquids than the natural rubber plug of 
the prior art'' Applicant submits that the precise problem to be addressed by the present invention 
is one of maintaining the anonymity and/or privacy of the inhabitants at times when sensitive 
activities occur or in areas where sensitive activities often occur in a monitored dwelling. The 

20 teachings of Ramirez-Diaz are aimed at permitting a user to operate several, programs on his 
computer while monitoring areas of the dwelling; he iu no way even remotely recognizes the 
problem identified and solved by Applicant's invention; i.e., maintaining privacy and/or anonymity. 

Similarly, Hart in no way recognizes the problem solved by Applicant's invention of Claim 
1; Hart's teachings underscore this fact by explicitly teaching sharpening video resolution or clarity, 
25 in direct opposition to the aforementioned goal of increasing privacy and/or anonymity. 

Hence, Applicant submits that its amendments to Claim 1 overcome any anticipation and 
obviousness rejection based on Hart and/or Ramirez-Diaz on multiple grounds, and is therefore in 
condition for allowance. 

30 Claim 12 - By this paper, Applicant has amended independent Claim 12 to include 

limitations relating to the sensor assembly covering to resemble a passive infrared sensor. Applicant 
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contends that Hart in no way teaches or suggests the covering of the security sensor apparatus so as 
to make it a "covert" security sensor. Hart does not teach a security apparatus "configured to look 
like a passive infrared security sensor/ 1 Rather, Hart teaches at col. 6 In. 2-4 a "weather shelter, 8 or 
the like may be installed over the device 10 as desired, to provide some protection from the 
5 elements'" Thus Hart contemplated the use of a 'shelter 5 over the apparatus strictly for the purpose 
of protecting the equipment from the elements it would be exposed to outdoors. As noted in 
Applicant's specification, the invention of Claim 12 teaches a security system which, inter alia, 
"while ideally in plain view, does not alert those being monitored to its true purposed See, pg.3 
In. 1-2 of Applicant's specification. 

1 0 Further, as now recited in Applicant's amended Claim 12, the appearance of the apparatus is 

such that inhabitants would not readily expect or discern it to be anything more than a passive 
infrared security sensor, thus the invention is covert in nature. Hart simply does not in any way 
teach or suggest a covering which would intentionally give the appearance of some other device, 
thus deceiving people as to the true nature of the apparatus. Moreover, irrespective of whether the 

15 change in appearance was intentional or not, Hart simply does not teach or suggest making the 
apparatus look like another sensor (e.g., passive IR). Nor does Hart in any way teach or suggest that 
the use of the 'weather shelter' would make the use of the apparatus covert. Therefore, Applicant 
submits that the invention of Claim 12 distinguishes over Hart, and is in condition for allowance. 

20 Claim 20 - Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's Section 102 rejection of Claim 

20 over Hart. Applicant contends that that Hart in no way teaches or suggests distribution of 
processed data to a remote location wherein the processed data "allows viewing of only certain 
features of said monitored location or its inhabitants.* 1 Rather, Hart teaches in col. 7 In. 59-66 the 
data collection and subsequent provision of "a signal (video output, alarm, etc.) to a remote 

25 monitoring station by means of a communication port 76." Hart in no way teaches or suggests 
restricting the viewing of certain features of the location or persons captured. Rather, in Hart, 
seemingly all the data is transferred to the remote monitoring location with the clarity of certain 
images increased; no data in the Hart invention is purposefully restricted or processed so as to 
allow viewing of only certain features of said monitored location or its inhabitants.. Therefore, 

30 Applicant submits that hart does not in fact teach all of the limitations of Claim 20. 
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Claim 33- By this paper, Applicant has amended independent Claim 33 to include 
limitations relating to the location of the processing entity within the apparatus itself . Support for 
this amendment is replete throughout Applicant's specification.; see e.g., pg. 3, In 20-22 thereof. 

The presence of the processing entity within the sensors permits the data in the invention of 
5 Claim 33 to be processed prior to its transmission to a remote monitoring location. Thus, the first 
data (e.g., unaltered images) will be processed immediately, producing second data (e.g., images 
where the visual clarity has been purposely reduced, or other attribute altered, so as to protect 
privacy of sensitive images), the second data which is then sent to a remote location. 

In contrast, Hart teaches the gathering of data and its subsequent alteration; however such 
10 alteration occurs in a processor which is in a separate physical location than the sensing mechanism. . 
See Hart Fig. 3 item 52. As noted in Applicant's specification, the "signal processing element 
comprises, inter alia, software adapted to manipulate the raw sensor data to produce the desired 
effect. The software resides as embedded code on digital signal processor (DSP) located within the 
sensor assembly." See pg. 3, In. 20-22 of Applicant's specification. 
15 Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that because Hart docs not disclose processing 

capabilities located within the sensor assembly itself, it does not teach every limitation of Claim 33. 

§103 Rejections 

1. Pursuant to Page 5 of the Office Action, Claims 4-9, 27-32, 34 and 35 were 
20 rejected under Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hart (US 5,473,368) in view of 
Ramirez-Diaz (6,476,858). In response to these rejections, Applicant provides the following 
remarks. 

Claim 27 - By this paper, Applicant has amended Claim 27 to include limitations relating to 
25 the recited at least one processing entity comprising a computer program having algorithms 
particularly adapted to alter without user intervention the first data sufficiently that video derived 
therefrom is sufficiently reduced in resolution or content such that details of individuals being 
monitored are not discernable. Support for this amendment is replete throughout Applicant's 
specification as filed. Applicant submits that neither Hart nor Ramirez-Diaz remotely teach or 
30 suggest a processing entity that includes a computer program having algorithms particularly 
adapted to alter without user intervention data for the above-stated purpose. Applicant 
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submits that a computer program that inadvertently may or may not sufficiently reduce resolution or 
content is not "particularly adapted" perform the stated function. Stated differently, the program of 
Ramirez-Diaz, depending on the whim of a u$er in sizing windows on their computer, may or may 
not achieve the desired functionality, and hence jt cannot be said that such a program is particularly 
5 adapted to accomplish this function without user intervention. 

Further, Applicant has noted that neither prior art reference recognizes the problem of (or 
remotely teaches a solution to) the anonymity and privacy concerns addressed by the present 
invention. In re Sponnoble, 405 F.2d 578, 585, 160 USPQ 237, 243 (CCPA 1969). See MPEP 
2141.02. 

10 Finally, Applicant contends that the Hart invention teaches away from its combination with 

an invention such as Ramirez-Diaz., since as previously noted Hart teaches sharpening images, and 
Hart would be rendered useless for its intended purpose (Le„ producing shaper images) by the 
inclusion of Ramirez-Diaz. 

15 Claim 30-Applicant respectfully transverses the Examiner's Section 103 rejection of 

independent Claim 30 over Hart in view of Ramirez-Diaz. 

Specifically, the Examiner states that Ramirez-Diaz discloses "selectively, and responsive to 
a first indication, monitoring said first location using said first data." However, Applicant submits 
that the Ramirez-Diaz invention does not involve the processing of data so as to produce first and 

20 second data. Rather, in Ramirez-Diaz, data is unaltered at all times it is monitored. 

Applicant submits that in the invention of Claim 30, the apparatus processes first data to 
produce second data (data which has been purposefully altered so as to protect the privacy and 
anonymity of inhabitants), and transmits that second data to a remote monitoring location. Claim 30 
defines a process by which, in response to some indication (e.g., an alarm, etc.), the apparatus no 

25 longer transmits the second (purposely altered) data, but instead transmits first data (unaltered, and 
therefore clear data) to a remote monitoring location. Neither Hart nor Ramirez-Diaz remotely teach 
or suggest a process by which data is altered prior to being transmitted and then, in response to 
some indication, is transmitted in unaltered form. Should the Examiner maintain his argument in 
this regard, Applicant respectfully requests that he provide specific citations to Ramirez-Diaz and/or 

30 Hart where such functionality is taught 
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2. Pursuant to Page 8 of the Office Action, Claims 21-26 were rejected under 
Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hart (US 5,473,368) in view of Arbuckle (6,637,952). 
In response to these rejections* Applicant provides the following remarks. 

5 Claims 21-22 and 25-26 - By this paper, Claims 21-22 and 25-26 have been cancelled 

without prejudice, thereby rendering the Examiner's rejections of these claims moot. 

Claims 23 and 24 -Applicant respectfully transverses the Examiner's Section 103 rejection 
of Claims 23 and 24 over Hart in view of Arbuckle. 

The Examiner states that Arbuckle teaches "a support element adapted to support and 
removeably mate with the sensor element, the support element comprising at least one second 
electrical interface adapted to transmit electrical power and information signals to and from the at 
least one first interface." However, Applicant respectfully submits that Arbuckle teaches only a 
case for housing a camera. Although Arbuckle discloses a support element capable of 
accommodating electrical wires, the support element disclosed is not i tself adapted to transmit 
electrical power or information signals. There is respectfully a difference between a support element 
that accommodates wires, and another support element that includes an electrical interface and is 
itself adapted to (internally) transmit these signals as part of its structure. 

New Claims 

By this paper, Applicant has added new Claims 36 and 37. New Claim 36 relates 
generally to the subject matter of prior Claim 1, and new Claim 37 relates generally to the 
subject matter of prior Claim 33. No new matter has been added by way of these new claims. 

Applicant respectfully submits that each of these new claims distinguishes over the art of 
record (including Ramirez-Diaz and Hart), and is in condition for allowance. 

Other Remarks 

Applicant hereby specifically reserves all rights of appeal (including those under the Pilot 
Appeal Brief Program), as well as the right to prosecute claims of different scope in another 
30 continuation or divisional application. 
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Applicant notes that any claim cancellations or additions made herein are made solely for 
the purposes of more clearly and particularly describing and claiming the invention and not for 
purposes of overcoming art or for patentability. The Examiner should infer no (i) adoption of a 
position with respect to patentability, (ii) change in the Applicant's position with respect to any 
5 claim or subject matter of the invention, or (m) acquiescence in. any way to any position taken by 
the Examiner, based on such cancellations or additions. 

Furthermore, any remarks made with respect to a given claim or claims are limited solely 
to such claim or claims. 

If the Examiner has any questions or comments which may be resolved over the 
1 0 telephone, he is requested to call the undersigned at (858) 675- 1 670. 

Respectfully submitted, 
GAZDZINSKI & ASSOCIATES 

15 

Dated: ?/*/*7 By: ^S^l 

Robert F. Gazdzinski 
Registration No. 39>990 

20 1 1 440 West Bernardo Court, Suite 375 

San Diego, CA 92127 
Telephone No.: (858)675-1670 
Facsimile No.: (858)675-1674 
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